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FOREWORD 


The  Germanistic  Society  plans  to  issue  a series 
of  pamphlets  to  appear  from  time  to  time,  dealing 
with  the  war  in  Europe  and  its  underlying  causes. 
The  Society  has  solicited  contributions  from  various 
writers  and  historians.  The  pamphlets  are  to  serve 
the  cause  of  truth,  to  correct  misrepresentations,  and 
to  exemplify  the  spirit  of  objectivity  and  fair  play. 

This  article  appeared  in  part  in  the  New  York 
Times  of  August  the  twenty-third,  1914,  but  has  since 
been  revised  by  the  author. 

Former  publications: 

No.  1 — Germany  and  the  Peace  of  Europe 
by  Prof.  Ferdinand  Schevill. 

No.  2 — The  Causes  of  the  European  Conflict 
by  Prof.  John  W.  Burgess. 

No.  3 — How  Germany  was  forced  into  war 
by  Raymond  E.  Swing. 

No.  A — The  Session  of  the  German  Reichstag 
by  Prof.  Alex.  R.  Hohlfeld. 

Copies  of  these  pamphlets  are  for  sale  at  the 
office  of  the  Society  at  the  following  prices : 


Single  copies $ 0.05 

10  copies 0.25 

100  copies 1.50 


1000  copies  (f.o.b.  Chicago) 10.00 

Profits,  if  any,  will  be  turned  over  to  the  Society 
of  the  Red  Cross. 
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Germany’s  Fateful  Hour 

By 

KUNO  FRANCKE 

Ph.  D.,  LL.D.,  Lit.  D. 


It  is  easy  to  see  why  American  public  opinion  should  have 
condemned  by  an  overwhelming  majority  the  diplomatic  acts  of 
Austria  and  Germany  which  have  been  the  immediate  occasion  of 
the  terrific  explosion  which  now  shakes  the  foundations  of  the  whole 
civilized  world.  Austria’s  break  with  Servia  and  Germany’s  viola- 
tion of  Belgian  neutrality — the  one  leading  to  war  between  Russia 
and  Germany,  the  other  bringing  England  into  the  fray — must  ap- 
pear to  the  uninitiated  as  reckless  and  indefensible  provocations  and 
as  wanton  attacks  upon  the  laws  of  nations. 

The  thoughtful  observer,  however,  should  look  beyond  the 
immediate  occasion  of  this  world  conflict  and  try  to  understand  its 
underlying  causes.  By  doing  so  he  will,  I believe,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  fundamental  justice  is  to  be  found  on  the  German 
side  and  that  Germany  has  been  forced  to  fight  for  her  life. 

FRANCE  OPPOSED  TO  UNIFICATION  OF  GERMANY. 

It  is  an  unquestionable  fact  that  the  unification  of  Germany 
and  the  establishment  of  a strong  German  empire  half  a century 
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ago  were  brought  about  against  the  bitter  opposition  of  France,  and 
that  the  defeat  incurred  by  France  in  1870,  in  her  attempt  to  prevent 
German  unification,  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  constant  irritation  that 
has  agitated  Europe  during  the  last  43  years.  Germany’s  policy 
toward  France  during  these  43  years  has  been  one  of  utmost  restraint 
and  forbearance,  and  has  been  dictated  by  the  one  desire  of  making 
her  forget  the  loss  of  the  two  provinces,  German  until  the  17th  century 
and  inhabited  largely  by  German  stock,  which  were  won  back  from 
France  in  1870.  Whether  the  acquisition  of  these  provinces  was  a 
fortunate  thing  for  Germany  may  be  doubted.  The  possession  of 
Alsace-Lorraine  has  certainly  robbed  Germany  of  the  undivided  sym- 
pathy of  the  world,  which  she  otherwise  would  have  had.  But  it  is 
probably  true  that,  from  the  military  point  of  view,  Alsace-Lorraine 
was  needed  by  Germany  as  a bulwark  against  the  repetition  of  the 
many  wanton  French  invasions  from  which  Germany  has  had  to 
suffer  since  the  time  of  the  Thirty  Years’  War  and  the  age  of 
Louis  XIV. 

However  this  may  be,  Germany  has  done  her  best  during  the 
last  four  decades  to  heal  the  wounds  struck  by  her  to  French  national 
pride.  She  abetted  French  colonial  expansion  in  Cochin-China, 
Madagascar,  and  Tunis.  She  yielded  to  France  her  own  well-founded 
claims  to  political  influence  in  Morocco.  In  Alsace-Lorraine  itself 
she  introduced  an  amount  of  local  self-government  and  home  rule 
such  as  England  has  not  accorded  even  now  to  Ireland.  While 
Ireland  still  is  waiting  for  a Parliament  at  Dublin,  Strassburg  has 
been  for  several  years  the  seat  of  the  Alsace-Lorraine  Diet,  a pro- 
vincial Parliament  based  on  universal  suffrage.  And  even  in  spite 
of  the  incessant  and  inflammatory  French  propaganda  which  last 
year  led  to  such  unhappy  counterstrokes  as  the  deplorable  Zabern 
affair,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  people  of  Alsace- 


Lorraine  have  been  gradually  settling  down  to  willing  co-operation 
with  the  German  administration — an  administration  which  insures 
them  order,  justice,  and  prosperity.  Nothing  is  a clearer  indication 
of  the  peaceable  trend  which  affairs  have  lately  taken  in  Alsace- 
Lorraine  than  the  fact  that  the  Nationalist,  i.  e.  French,  party  in  the 
Strassburg  Diet  has  never  been  able  to  rise  above  insignificance,  and 
that,  on  the  other  hand,  a considerable  number  of  responsible  offices 
in  the  civil  administration,  including  the  highest  governmental  posi- 
tions, have  been  occupied  by  native  Alsatians. 

While  Germany  has  thus  repeatedly  shown  her  willingness  and 
desire  to  end  the  ancient  feud,  France  has  remained  irreconcilable; 
and  particularly  the  intellectual  class  of  France  cannot  escape  the 
charge  that  they  have  persistently  and  willfully  kept  alive  the  flame 
of  discord.  It  surely  cannot  be  said  that  the  restoration  of  Alsace- 
Lorraine  is  a vital  necessity  to  France.  Without  Alsace-Lorraine, 
France  during  the  last  generation  has  recovered  her  prosperity  and 
her  prestige  in  a manner  that  has  been  the  admiration  of  the  world. 
It  is  a mere  illusion  to  think  that  the  reconquest  of  Alsace-Loraine 
would  add  to  her  glory.  It  would  have  been  a demand  of  patriotism 
for  the  intellectual  class  to  combat  this  illusion.  Instead  of  this, 
French  writers,  scholars,  orators  of  whatever  creed  or  party,  ex- 
cept the  Socialist,  year  in  and  year  out  have  been  dinning  into  the 
popular  ear  the  one  word  revenge.  And  there  can  be  little  doubt 
that  Prof.  Gustave  Lanson,  the  distinguished  literary  historian, 
voiced  the  sentiments  of  the  vast  majority  of  his  countrymen  when 
in  a lecture,  delivered  some  years  ago  at  Harvard  University,  he  stated 
that  France  could  not  and  would  not  recognize  the  peace  of  Frank- 
furt as  a final  settlement,  and  that  the  one  aim  of  the  French  policy 
of  the  last  40  years  had  been  to  force  Germany  to  reopen  the  Alsace- 
Lorraine  question. 
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If  there  were  people  in  Germany  inclined  to  overlook  or  to 
minimize  this  constantly  growing  menace  from  France,  their  eyes 
must  have  been  opened  when,  in  1912,  the  French  government, 
having  previously  abolished  the  one-year  volunteers,  raised  the  dura- 
tion of  active  military  service  for  every  Frenchman  from  two  years 
to  three,  and  in  addition  to  this  called  out  in  the  autumn  of  1913  the 
recruits,  not  only  of  the  year  whose  turn  had  come,  namely,  the 
recruits  born  in  1892,  but  also  those  born  in  1893.  This  was  a 
measure  nearly  identical  with  mobilization ; it  was  a measure  which 
clearly  showed  that  France  would  not  delay  much  longer  striking 
the  deadly  blow.  For  no  nation  could  possibly  stand  for  any  length 
of  time  this  terrific  strain  of  holding  under  the  colors  its  entire  male 
population  from  the  20th  to  the  23d  year.  No  wonder  that  the  Paris 
papers  were  speaking  as  long  ago  as  the  summer  of  1912  of  the 
regiments  stationed  in  the  eastern  departments  as  the  “vanguard  of 
our  glorious  army”  and  were  advocating  double  pay  for  them  as 
being  practically  in  contact  with  the  enemy. 

ENGLAND  DEMANDS  COMMERCIAL  SUPREMACY. 

The  second  foe  now  threatening  the  destruction  of  Germany  is 
England.  Can  it  truly  be  said  that  England’s  hostility  has  been 
brought  about  by  German  aggression?  True,  Germany  has  built  a 
powerful  navy;  but  so  have  Japan,  the  United  States,  France  and 
even  Italy.  Has  England  felt  any  menace  from  these?  Why,  then, 
is  the  German  navy  singled  out  as  a specially  sinister  threat  to 
England?  If  Germany,  in  her  scheme  of  naval  construction,  had 
put  the  main  emphasis  upon  the  building  of  fast  cruisers,  England 
might  properly  have  resented  this  as  a menace  to  her  commerce  all 
over  the  globe.  But  the  German  naval  programme  has  aimed  at 
nothing  of  the  kind,  it  has  had  in  view  above  all  the  building  of  a 


fleet  of  battleships,  that  is,  of  a fleet  for  coast  defense.  The  course 
of  the  war  thus  far  is  a striking  proof  of  this  defensive  nature  of 
the  German  navy.  Germany’s  weakness  in  fast  cruisers  has  enabled 
the  English  fleet  to  sweep  German  commerce  off  the  seas;  but  the 
German  battle  fleet  still  guards  successfully  the  German  coast. 

Has  German  diplomacy  during  the  last  generation  been  par- 
ticularly menacing  to  England?  Germany  has  acquired  some  col- 
onies in  Africa  and  in  the  far  east.  But  what  are  Kamerun  and 
Dar-es-Salaam  and  Kiaochau  compared  with  the  colonies  of  the 
other  great  powers?  Where  has  Germany  pursued  a colonial  ag- 
gressiveness that  could  in  any  way  be  compared  with  the  British 
subjugation  of  the  South  African  republics  or  the  Italian  conquest 
of  Tripoli  or  the  French  expansion  in  Algiers,  Tunis  and  Morocco? 
What  recent  international  transaction  of  a more  purely  defensive 
character  is  there  on  record  than  the  ceding  to  England,  in  1890,  of 
the  important  German  protectorate  of  Zanzibar,  in  exchange  for  the 
barren  little  North  Sea  island  of  Heligoland?  Wherever  Germany 
has  made  her  influence  felt  on  the  globe  she  has  stood  for  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  open  door.  Wherever  she  has  engaged  in  colonial 
enterprises  she  has  been  willing  to  make  compromises  with  other 
nations  and  to  accept  their  co-operation,  notably  so  in  the  Bagdad 
railway  undertaking.  And  yet  the  colonial  expansion  of  every  other 
nation  is  hailed  by  England  as  “beneficial  to  mankind,”  as  “work 
for  civilization”;  the  slightest  attempt  of  Germany  to  take  part  in 
this  expansion  is  denounced  as  “intolerable  aggression,”  as  evidence 
of  the  “bullying  tendencies  of  the  War  Lord.” 

What  is  the  reason  for  this  singular  unfairness  of  England 
toward  Germany;  of  this  incessant  attempt  to  check  her  and  hem 
her  in?  Not  so  much  the  existence  of  a large  German  navy  as  the 
encroachment  upon  English  commerce  by  the  rapidly  growing  com- 
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merce  of  Germany  has  made  Germany  hateful  to  England.  The 
navy  has  simply  added  to  this  hate  of  Germany  the  dread  of  Ger- 
many. But  if  there  had  been  no  German  navy,  and  consequently 
no  dread  of  Germany,  this  hate  of  Germany  might  have  come  to  an 
explosion  before  now.  For  the  history  of  the  last  300  years  proves 
that  England  has  habitually  considered  as  her  mortal  enemy  any 
nation  which  dared  to  contest  her  commercial  and  industrial  supre- 
macy— first,  Spain,  then  Holland,  then  France,  and  now  Germany. 
As  long  as  German  firms  by  the  manufacture  of  artificial  indigo 
keep  on  ruining  the  English  importation  of  indigo  from  India,  and 
as  long  as  the  Hamburg- American  Line  and  the  North  German 
Lloyd  keep  on  outstripping  the  prestige  of  the  Cunard  and  White 
Star,  there  can  be  no  real  friendship  between  England  and  Germany. 
Although  England  has  repeatedly  proposed  to  Germany  naval  agree- 
ments, these  agreements  were  avowedly  meant  to  perpetuate  the 
overwhelming  preponderance  of  England’s  fighting  power,  so  that 
she  would  at  any  moment  be  in  a position  to  crush  German  com- 
mercial rivalry  for  all  time.  She  apparently  thinks  that  this  moment 
has  now  come. 

RUSSIA  CHALLENGED  GERMANY. 

That  Germany’s  third  implacable  enemy,  Russia,  is  clearly  the 
aggressor,  and  not  the  defender  of  her  own  national  existence,  need 
hardly  be  demonstrated.  She  poses  as  the  guardian  of  the  Balkan 
states.  But  is  there  any  case  on  record  where  Russia  has  really 
protected  the  independence  of  smaller  neighboring  countries?  Has 
she  not  crushed  out  provincial  and  racial  individuality  wherever  she 
has  extended  her  power?  Is  it  not  the  sole  aim  of  her  national 
policy  to  Russianize  forcibly  every  nationality  under  her  sway?  In 
Finland  she  has  gone  back  on  her  solemnly  pledged  word  to  maintain 
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the  Finnish  constitution,  and  is  ruthlessly  reducing  one  of  her  most 
highly  developed  provinces  to  the  dead  level  of  autocratic  rule. 
In  her  Baltic  provinces  she  is  trying  to  destroy  root  and  branch 
whatever  there  is  left  of  German  culture.  Wherever  the  Russian 
church  holds  dominion,  intellectual  blight  is  sure  to  follow.  To 
think,  therefore,  that  Russia  would  promote  the  free  development 
of  a number  of  independent  Balkan  states  under  her  protectorate, 
is  to  shut  one’s  eyes  to  the  whole  history  of  Russian  expansion. 
No,  Russian  expansion  in  the  Balkans  means  nothing  less  than  the 
extinction  of  all  local  independence  and  the  establishment  of  Russian 
despotism  from  the  Black  Sea  to  the  Adriatic. 

Not  Russia,  but  Austria,  is  the  natural  protector  of  the  equi- 
librium between  the  existing  states  on  the  Balkan  peninsula,  and 
their  natural  guardian  against  Russian  domination.  Austria  is  their 
nearest  neighbor ; indeed,  the  possession  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina 
makes  her  a Balkan  state  herself.  Being  herself  more  than  half  of 
Slavic  stock,  she  has  every  reason  for  living  on  good  terms  with  the 
various  Slav  kingdoms  south  of  her.  Being  herself  forced,  through 
the  conglomerateness  of  her  population,  to  constant  compromises  in 
her  internal  affairs  between  conflicting  nationalities  within  her 
borders,  she  could  not  possibly  absorb  a large  additional  amount  of 
foreign  territory.  She  is  bound  to  respect  the  existing  lines  of 
political  demarkation  in  the  Balkans,  and  her  sole  object  can  be 
through  commercial  treaties  and  tariff  legislation  to  open  up  what 
used  to  be  European  Turkey  to  her  trade  and  her  civilizing  influence. 
In  this  she  must  clearly  be  supported  by  Germany.  For  only  if 
Austria  is  left  free  to  exercise  her  natural  protectorate  over  the 
Balkan  states  can  the  passage  between  Germany  and  the  near  Orient, 
one  of  the  most  important  routes  of  German  commerce,  be  kept  open. 
Russia’s  unwillingness,  then,  to  allow  Austria  a free  hand  in  her 
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dealings  with  Servia  was  an  open  menace  to  Germany,  a challenge 
which  had  to  be  accepted,  unless  Germany  was  prepared  to  abdicate 
all  her  influence  in  the  near  Orient  and  to  allow  Russia  to  override 
the  legitimate  claims  and  aspirations  of  her  only  firm  and  faithful 
ally. 

ENTERS  JAPAN. 

This  formidable  coalition  of  the  three  greatest  European  powers, 
threatening  the  very  existence  of  Germany,  has  been  joined  by  Japan, 
openly  and  baldly  for  the  purpose  of  snatching  from  Germany  her 
one  Asiatic  possession.  If  any  additional  proof  had  been  needed 
to  make  it  clear  that  Germany,  if  she  wanted  to  retain  the  slightest 
chance  of  extricating  herself  from  this  world-wide  conspiracy 
against  her,  had  to  strike  the  first  blow,  even  at  the  risk  of  offending 
against  international  good  manners,  this  stab  in  the  back  by  Japan 
would  furnish  such  proof. 

And  now  as  to  the  tactical  necessity  of  the  two  acts  which 
have,  undeservedly,  put  upon  Germany  the  odium  of  appearing  as 
the  aggressor  in  a war  in  which  she  has  nothing  to  gain  and  every- 
thing to  lose,  a war  which  she  has  tried  to  stave  off  again  and  again, 
a war  in  which  she  finds  such  overwhelming  odds  against  her  that, 
even  if  she  fights  “to  the  last  breath  of  man  and  horse, ” it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  she  can  maintain  herself. 

AUSTRIA’S  EXISTENCE  THREATENED. 

If  Germany  had  prevented  her  ally  Austria  from  the  punitive 
expedition  against  Servia,  she  would  simply  have  helped  thereby 
the  breaking  up  of  the  Austrian  empire.  For  it  is  fully  proved,  it  is 
openly  acknowledged  by  the  Servians  themselves,  that  the  Greater 
Servia  movement  has  no  other  aim  than  the  undermining  of  Austrian 
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rule  in  Croatia,  Slavonia,  Dalmatia  and  other  South  Slav  provinces 
of  the  Dual  Monarchy,  and  their  ultimate  union  with  Servia  itself. 
Whether  this  Greater  Servia  movement  rests  upon  legitimate  national 
aspirations  or  not,  is  a question  which  will  be  answered  differently 
by  the  advocates  of  the  different  causes  now  opposed  to  each  other. 
Certain  it  is  that  it  constitutes  a peril  to  Austria  so  grave  and  por- 
tentous that  it  can  be  met  only  by  direct  counterstrokes  of  Austria, 
not  by  the  rulings  of  a European  court.  To  talk  of  arbitration  to  a 
government  which  sees  its  sovereignty  challenged  within  its  own 
territory  by  another  power,  is  like  promising  the  blessings  of  heaven 
to  a man  whom  you  help  to  plunder.  Germany  was  right  in  assert- 
ing that  this  was  a question  between  Austria  and  Servia  only.  It 
was  not  Germany’s  fault  that  through  Russia’s  openly  siding  with 
Servia,  war  became  inevitable. 

BELGIUM  A VASSAL  STATE  OF  FRANCE 

The  Belgian  question  is  not  a simple  one.  When  the  neutrality 
of  Belgium  was  guaranteed  in  1831  by  international  treaty,  Germany 
as  a European  power  did  not  exist,  and  Prussia  played  only  a minor 
part  in  international  politics.  The  two  powers  which,  at  that  time, 
watched  each  other  jealously  and  by  safeguarding  Belgian  neutrality 
were  hoping  to  check  each  other,  were  France  and  England.  And 
it  was  against  France  that  in  1870  the  declaration  of  the  English 
government,  that  it  would  consider  a violation  of  Belgian  territory 
a casus  belli , was  mainly  directed.  Only  from  1870  on  has  the 
maintenance  of  Belgian  neutrality  come  to  be  a burning  question 
between  France  and  Germany;  and  from  this  time  on  it  has  been 
one  thing  in  theory,  and  another  in  practice.  For  there  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever  that  France,  while  not  openly  violating  international 
agreements,  has  gradually  succeeded  in  circumventing  them  by 


-13- 


making  Belgian  territory  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a part  of  the 
French  line  of  defense  against  Germany.  The  Belgian  fortresses 
covering  the  main  passages  from  Germany  into  France  were  strongly 
fortified ; the  Belgian  army,  under  French  supervision,  was  brought 
up  to  the  highest  point  of  efficiency ; all  Belgium  was  systematically 
imbued  with  French  sympathies  and  ideals  and  strong  dislike  and 
fear  of  Germany,  so  that  in  reality  it  has  been  for  the  last  25  years 
not  a neutral  state,  but  a vassal  state  of  France. 

As  a telling  illustration  of  this  state  of  things,  it  may  be  in 
point  to  relate  an  episode  from  the  International  Exposition  at 
Brussels  in  1910,  which  can  be  given  on  unimpeachable  authority. 
The  German  exhibit  at  Brussels  was  a marked  success,  indeed  one 
of  the  most  striking  features  of  the  whole  exposition.  But  it  was 
a success  very  unwelcome  to  the  Belgians  and  very  grudgingly  ad- 
mitted. Indeed,  when  the  German  section  was  the  only  one  which 
opened  on  schedule  time  on  the  first  of  May,  this  fact  was  com- 
mented upon  in  the  Brussels  papers  as  an  evidence  of  the  “precision 
brutale”  so  characteristic  of  the  Germans.  And  when  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  summer  a majority  of  the  Exposition  buildings  burned 
to  the  ground,  regret  was  expressed  in  private  and  scarcely  with- 
held in  public  that  the  German  pavillion  should  not  have  been 
destroyed  also. 

Germany  at  the  outbreak  of  the  war  found  herself  in  a position 
toward  Belgium  very  much  like  the  one  in  which  England  found 
herself  in  1807  toward  Denmark.  Napoleon  by  crushing  Prussia 
and  Sweden  had  obtained  a foothold  on  the  southern  coast  of  the 
Baltic  Sea,  he  had  intimidated  Denmark  and  was  threatening  by  the 
closing  of  the  Danish  Sound  to  shut  out  England  from  the  Baltic 
altogether.  At  this  juncture,  England  proposed  to  Denmark  an 
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alliance.  When  this  proposition  was  refused,  an  English  fleet, 
without  any  preceding  declaration  of  war,  appeared  before  Copen- 
hagen, opened  o bombardment  upon  the  unfortified  town  which  laid 
the  larger  part  of  the  city  in  ruins,  and  seized  the  whole  Danish 
navy. 

The  moral  indignation  of  the  English  government  of  today 
over  the  German  invasion  of  Belgium  would  be  more  impressive, 
if  one  could  feel  sure  that  there  would  have  been  the  same  moral 
indignation  and  consequent  declaration  of  war  had  Belgium  been 
invaded  by  France.  Is  it  not  likely  that  England,  true  to  her 
traditional  policy  of  seizing  the  right  moment  and  of  finding  the 
most  plausible  arguments  for  effective  action,  would  have  applauded 
such  an  invasion  as  a step  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  Belgian 
neutrality  ? 

It  is  time  to  drop  these  hollow  phrases  of  standing  for  the 
rights  and  liberties  of  the  weaker  nations.  The  whole  gigantic 
struggle,  of  which  we  are  made  shuddering  observers,  is  not  a 
struggle  between  right  and  might,  but  between  menaced  might  and 
menacing  might;  and  justice  lies  on  the  side  of  that  nation  which 
has  tried  hardest  to  maintain  peace.  That  nation  has  been  Ger- 
many, not  from  any  sentimental  care  for  the  welfare  of  other  nations, 
but  from  sheer  instinct  of  self-preservation.  For  Germany  knows 
that  the  conflict  into  which  she  now  has  been  forced  can  add  nothing 
to  her  present  greatness  and  may  wreck  her  whole  national  existence. 
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